This paper characterizes the gross and net migration ‡ows between rural and urban areas in India during 1983-2008 period. Using individual data from the National Sample Survey of India we show that the 5-year gross migration ‡ows constitute about 10% of India's labor force and are stable over time. Migrants tend to be younger and more educated than non-migrants. They also are more likely to work part-time and in regular employment and less likely to be self-employed. Migrants from rural and urban areas have higher mean and median wages relative to non-migrants in the same locations.
Introduction
Structural transformation in developing economies is typically associated with a declining share of agriculture in output and employment. Given that the agricultural sector is primarily rural while the non-agricultural sectors are mostly urban, the process of structural transformation potentially necessitates massive transfers of factors and resources across both sectors and locations. Indeed the typical narrative of this transformation process suggests urbanization to be an associated feature of this process, with Harris and Todaro (1970) being the most well-known work along these lines. Impediments in the movement of factors and goods across locations, however, induce potential misallocations and thereby a¤ect aggregate productivity of the economy as well as its speed of transformation. Consequently, management of factors and goods movement across sectors and locations is possibly one of the biggest policy challenges in transforming economies.
Indian economy has been on exactly such a path of rapid structural transformation over the past 30 years. In this paper we document how the movement of one of the factors -labor -between rural and urban locations has unfolded in India during this time. In our analysis we used the data from the three rounds of the National Sample Survey (NSS) of households in India that contain migration particulars of the individuals between the years of 1983 and 2008 . We analyze both gross and net migration ‡ows between rural and urban areas, and study how the characteristics of migrants di¤er from those of non-migrants.
We show that gross migration ‡ows were about 10 percent of India's labor force in the …ve years preceding 1983 and remained relatively stable over time. The majority of migrants move between rural areas. The rural-to-urban migrants constituted about 20 percent of all gross ‡ows. There is also a substantial reverse ‡ow of migrants from urban to rural areas equal to about 8 percent of gross ‡ows. As a result, the net ‡ow from rural to urban areas is smaller at about 5 percent of the urban labor force. Importantly, this ‡ow has been quite stable during 1983 and 2008 period. We also …nd that a large share of migrants into urban areas (from both rural and other urban areas) are moving for job-related reasons, while migration into rural areas is mainly due to other factors, such as marriage.
We explore the individual and household characteristics of migrants, types of work they do, and their educational achievements and wages, and compare them with the corresponding characteristics of non-migrants. We …nd that migrants tend to be younger, more likely to be married and female, and tend to come from smaller households. Migrants are more likely to work in part-time jobs and regular jobs. They are also less likely to be self-employed relative to non-migrants. Interestingly, we also …nd that migrants tend to be more educated than non-migrants, with the di¤erence being especially pronounced in secondary and above education category. This educational upper hand of migrants holds true for all types of jobs in which migrants and non-migrants participate.
We also compare real wages of migrant and non-migrant full-time employed workers. We …nd that migrants from rural and urban areas have been earning higher wages than nonmigrants in the same locations over the past 30 years. This was particularly the case at the bottom end of the wage distribution where all types of migrants have outperformed even urban non-migrant workers in 2007-08. At the top end of the wage distribution, however, the picture is more mixed. At that point of the distribution, the migrants from rural areas earn more than rural non-migrants, but their wages remain signi…cantly below the wages of urban workers and the gap has been increasing over time. The rich migrants from urban areas remain the top earners throughout the sample period.
Going forward, our results could be used to understand wage di¤erences between rural and urban areas and their dynamics over time. They could also be used to infer migration costs of labor between rural and urban locations and thus help to understand the process of structural transformation of the Indian economy. Furthermore, both could inform the design of policies on migration in India and developing countries more generally.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents summary statistics on our sample and characterizes rural and urban migration ‡ows. Section 3 asks who are the migrants, while Section 4 studies the wages of migrants. Section 5 concludes.
Migration ‡ows
Our data comes from successive rounds of the Employment & Unemployment surveys of the National Sample Survey (NSS) of households in India. The survey rounds that we include in the study are 1983 (round 38), 1999-2000 (round 55) , and the smaller survey round conducted in 2007-08 (round 64). These are the only rounds in which migration particulars of individuals are available. We identify migrants as individuals who reported that their place of enumeration is di¤erent from the last usual residence and who left their last usual place of residence within the previous …ve years. These variables are available on a consistent basis across the three survey rounds. For these individuals we also know the reason for leaving the last usual residence and its location. Since we are interested in documenting migration ‡ows and their role in the Indian labor force we restrict the sample to individuals in the working age group 16-65, who are not enrolled in any educational institution, and for whom we have both education and employment status information. When studying wages of migrants and non-migrants we also restrict our attention to those who are working full time (de…ned as those who worked at least 2.5 days in the week prior to being sampled) and belong to maleled households.
1 More details on our data can be found in the appendix of Hnatkovska and Lahiri (2012) . Table 2 shows the main patterns of migration for the three rounds. The …rst feature to note is that the number of recent migrants (those who migrated during the preceding …ve years) as a share of all those in the labor force has remained relative stable: at 10 percent in 1983 relative to 9.8 percent in 2007-08. Of these migrants, the largest single group were those who moved between rural areas, although the share of rural-to-rural migration in overall migration ‡ows has declined slightly from about 55.5 percent in 1983 to just over 53 percent in 2007-08. The share of urban migrants to rural areas has stayed relatively unchanged around 8-9 percent during this period. In contrast, urban areas have experienced 1 This avoids households with special conditions since male-led households are the norm in India.
an increase in migration in ‡ows from both rural and urban areas. Thus, the share of ruralto-urban migration in total migration ‡ows has increased from 19.8 percent in 1983 to 21.4 percent in 2007-08. Urban-to-urban migration, which stood at 16 percent in 1983, rose to 17 percent in 2007-08. Interestingly, the majority of the increase in migration to urban areas took place in the latter half of our sample -since 1999-00.
It is interesting to put these ‡ows in perspective of the rising urban labor force during this period. The rural-to-urban migrants accounted for around 8 percent of urban labor force in 1983. This share has declined slightly to 7.6 percent by 2004-05. Note that the net ‡ow of workers from rural to urban areas is lower as there is some reverse ‡ow as well. 2 Speci…cally, the net in ‡ow of migrants from rural to urban areas in the …ve years preceding 1983 was about 4.9 percent of all urban workforce, while in 2007-08 the corresponding number was 5 percent. As a share of all labor force of India, net migration ‡ows from rural to urban areas remained relatively stable at about 1 percent throughout the 1983-2008 period. Table 3 reports the share of workers that reported job-related reasons behind their migration decision. Thus, among rural-to-urban migrants, about 40 percent reported moving for job reasons during our sample period. The share of "for job" migrants is also large among urban-to-urban migrants, although there was a decline in this share from 38.6 percent in 1983 to 32.1 percent in 2007-08. A similar decline in job-related migration was observed among those moving between rural areas and among urban-to-rural migrants. The other reasons for migration include for marriage, due to natural disaster, social problems, displacement, housing based movement, health care, etc..
Who are the migrants?
Next, we take a closer look at the characteristics of migrants. In particular, we are interested in the types of jobs that they do and their educational achievements relative to non-migrants.
2 These bidirectional migration ‡ows were emphasized also in Young (2012). Table 4 contrasts the labor market characteristics of migrants and non-migrants in the three survey rounds. The panel on the left shows the shares of employed and unemployed workers in the total labor force, with the employed share being split between full-time and parttime employment. 3 The panel on the right reports the types of work that employed workers engage in -regular employment, casual works and self-employment. A few interesting results in the labor force patterns of migrants and non-migrants emerge from Table 4 . First, migrants and non-migrants have very similar employment rates at 97 percent of labor force. The changes in the employment rates over time are small and have shown similar dynamics in the two groups. Second, migrants are much more likely to be employed in part-time jobs than non-migrants. Moreover, the share of part-time employment has increased over time among migrants, while showing very little change in the non-migrants group. Thus, in 1983, part-time employment rate among migrants was 55 percent. This rate has increased to 61 percent in 2007-08. The corresponding rates among non-migrants were employment rate has declined among migrants but remained relatively unchanged for the non-migrants.
Next, we focus on the employed workers and contrast the types of jobs that migrants and non-migrants engage into. We distinguish regular workers, casual employment and self-employment. Migrants are over twice more likely to be employed in regular jobs than non-migrants. For instance, in 2007-08 the employment rate in regular jobs was 39 percent for migrants and only 15.7 percent for non-migrants. This rate has also shown an increase over time for both groups, but the increase was more pronounced for migrants. The other big di¤erence between migrants and non-migrants is in the self-employment rates. Migrants are signi…cantly less likely to be self-employed with the rates showing a slight increase over time.
Interestingly, the reverse pattern characterizes the self-employment rates of non-migrants which have declined from over 57 percent in 1983 to just under 54 percent in 2007-08. Lastly, the employment rates in casual jobs were quite similar for migrants and non-migrants in 1983
at about 27-28 percent of all employed labor force. By 2007-08 these rates have diverged substantially between migrants and non-migrants, with the casual employment rate of 23.5 percent for migrants and 30.5 percent for non-migrants. Overall, this suggests that the migrants are more likely to be employed in more stable jobs than non-migrants and have been increasing their exposure to such jobs over time. Table 5 reports the distribution of the migrant and non-migrant labor force by education category. Education categories edu1, edu2, edu3, edu4 and edu5 refer, respectively, to "illiterate", "literate but below primary education", "primary", "middle" and "secondary and above". In 1983, 51 percent of the migrant labor force and over 59 percent of the nonmigrant labor force was illiterate. These numbers have declined dramatically since with only 26.5 percent of migrants and 37.6 percent of non-migrants still being non-literate in 2007-08.
More broadly, the share of workers with primary or below education is signi…cantly smaller among migrants than among non-migrants. The share of this category among migrants was 72.6 percent in 1983, as opposed to 82.4 percent among non-migrants in the same year. By 2007-08 the share of workers with primary or below education has fallen for both groups, with migrants experiencing a sharper fall. At the same time, migrants are more likely to have middle school education and above relative to non-migrants. Moreover, the share of workers in these education categories grew more rapidly for migrants than for non-migrants.
For instance, among migrants, this category has expanded from 27 percent in 1983 to over 51 percent in 2007-08. Correspondingly, the share of the middle and secondary and higher educated non-migrant workers rose from just around 17.6 percent of all non-migrant labor force in 1983 to just over 38 percent in 2007-08. Lastly, we consider a joint distribution of education and employment types of migrants and non-migrants. To present the results succinctly we compute the average years of educa-tion of migrants and non-migrants in each type of employment, and report the ratio of the education years between the migrants and non-migrants. Figure 2 presents our …ndings. are also over-represented as we showed earlier) in 1983, with the gap declining over time.
Casual jobs and self-employment showed no pronounced trends in the education gaps over time.
Wages
What do the wage pro…les of the recently migrated workers look like? Our measure of wages is the daily wage/salaried income received for the work done by respondents during the previous week (relative to the survey week), if the reported occupation during that week is the same as worker's usual occupation (one year reference). 4 Wages can be paid in cash or kind, where the latter are evaluated at current retail prices. We convert wages into real terms using state-level poverty lines that di¤er for rural and urban sectors. We express all wages in 1983 rural Maharashtra poverty lines. 5 Since we are interested in wage comparison we restrict our attention to full-time employed workers only in this evaluation. As a result, the sample used in this section is smaller than the sample we used in the previous sections.
We perform a simple evaluation of migrant workers wages by estimating a regression of the log real wages of individuals in our sample on a constant, controls for age (we include age and age squared of each individual) and a set of location and migration dummies for each survey round. The four migration dummy variables each identify a migration ‡ow between rural and urban areas. We also include the rural dummy to distinguish rural non-migrant workers. Thus our benchmark group is urban non-migrants. 6 The controls for age are intended to account for potential life-cycle di¤erences between migrants and non-migrants.
We perform the analysis for di¤erent unconditional quantiles as well as the mean of the wage distribution. We use the Recentered In ‡uence Function (RIF) regressions developed by Firpo, Fortin, and Lemieux (2009) to estimate the e¤ect of the migration dummies for di¤erent points of the wage distribution. Table 6 reports our results for mean and median (log) wages. We …nd that the coe¢ cient on the rural non-migrant dummy is negative and signi…cant, suggesting signi…cant wage gaps between rural and urban non-migrants. At the same time, the coe¢ cient has increased over time implying signi…cant convergence between the wages of rural and urban non-migrant workers. Speci…cally, urban-rural median wage gap for non-migrant workers stood at 59 percent in 1983 but declined by more than half to 21.3 percent in 2007-08. Both the initial size of the gap and it reduction over time are consistent with the …ndings in Hnatkovska and Lahiri (2012) who study the evolution of rural and urban wages in India during period.
The dummies for migration ‡ows from urban areas have coe¢ cients that are positive and signi…cant, suggesting that urban migrants earn more (on average and at the median) 5 In 2004-05 the Planning Commission of India changed the methodology for estimation of poverty lines. Among other changes, they switched from anchoring the poverty lines to a calorie intake norm towards consumer expenditures more generally. This led to a change in the consumption basket underlying poverty lines calculations. To retain comparability across rounds we convert the 2007-08 poverty lines obtained from the Planning Commission under the new methodology to the old basket using a 2004-05 adjustment factor. That factor was obtained from the poverty lines under the old and new methodologies available for the 2004-05 survey year. As a test, we used the same adjustment factor to obtain the implied "old" poverty lines for the 1993-94 survey round for which the two sets of poverty lines are also available from the Planning Commission. We …nd that the actual old poverty lines and the implied "old" poverty lines are very similar, giving us con…dence that our adjustment is valid. 6 We distinguish rural and urban non-migrant wages since Hnatkovska and Lahiri (2012) showed that rural-urban wage gaps in India are signi…cant during the period of 1983-2010, although the gaps have declined over time.
than the benchmark group -urban non-migrants. Migrants from rural areas, in contrast, earn less than urban non-migrants, but the di¤erence is signi…cant mainly for rural-to-rural migrants. Note also that the negative e¤ects on wages for this group is declining over time, providing further support for the wage convergence of urban and rural wages. Wages of migrants who moved from rural to urban areas are no di¤erent than the wages of urban non-migrants, suggesting to us that rural-ro-urban migrants were able to integrate well into the urban labor market.
7 These results apply to both mean and median wages. of coe¢ cients on the rural dummy and dummies for rural-urban migration ‡ows from the OLS and median RIF regressions of log wages on a set of aforementioned dummies, age, age squared, and a constant. N refers to the number of observations. Standard errors are in parenthesis. * p-value 0.10, ** p-value 0.05, *** p-value 0.01.
Next, we compare the wages of migrants and non-migrants at the two ends of the wage distribution. Thus, table 7 presents the regression results from the RIF regressions for the 10th and 90th percentile of (log) wages. The results are generally similar to those we reported for mean and median wages with a few important exceptions. Let's begin with the bottom 10th percentile. First, the coe¢ cient on rural non-migrant dummy in the regressions for the 10th percentile starts o¤ negative and signi…cant in 1983 but turns positive and signi…cant in 2007-08. This implies that wages of poor rural non-migrants were 19 percent below the wages of poor urban non-migrant workers in 1983. The gap, however, is reversed in 2007-08 when poor rural non-migrants earned 12 percent more than poor urban non-migrants. This reversal of the wage gap in favor of the rural workers for the poor segment of the wage distribution was …rst noted in Hnatkovska and Lahiri (2012) and is con…rmed here for non-migrants.
Second, rural-to-urban migrants at the bottom end of the wage distribution earn more than poor urban non-migrants and this positive gap has increased over time. This suggests that poor migrants from rural to urban areas do better than poor urban non-migrants in the urban labor market.
Turning to the top of the wage distribution notice that the coe¢ cient on the rural nonmigrant dummy is negative, signi…cant and becomes more negative over time. Therefore, rural non-migrants at the top end of the wage distribution are signi…cantly worse o¤ than the urban non-migrants and the gap in their wages has increased over time. This result con…rms the divergence of urban-rural wages at the upper end of the wage distribution in India during 1983-2010 period noted in Hnatkovska and Lahiri (2012) . Rural-ro-urban migrants are doing a little bit better in this regard as their wages are below the wages of urban non-migrants but the gap is much smaller than for rural non-migrants. However, the di¤erence has also increased over time, with rural-ro-urban migrants at the top 10 percent of wage distribution making 45 percent less than urban non-migrants in 2007-08.
Overall, our results suggest that migrants have done much better than their non-migrant counterparts over the past 30 years in India. These improvements are particularly pronounced at the bottom end of the distribution where all types of migrants have outperformed even urban non-migrant workers in 2007-08. The picture is less bright at the top end of the distribution, where the wage gaps for migrants from rural areas have widened relative to urban wages. At the same time these migrants have been earning signi…cantly more than rural non-migrants. of coe¢ cients on the rural dummy and dummies for rural-urban migration ‡ows from the RIF regressions of log wages on a set of aforementioned dummies, age, age squared, and a constant for the 10th and 90th percentiles. N refers to the number of observations. Standard errors are in parenthesis. * p-value 0.10, ** p-value 0.05, *** p-value 0.01.
Of course these conclusions are subject to an obvious caveat that the migration decision itself is endogenous to wage gaps between rural and urban areas. Such an analysis is left for future research.
We have documented the size and dynamics of migration ‡ows between rural and urban locations in India during 1983-2008 period, as well as tried to shed some light on who are the migrants. We found that 5-year gross migration ‡ows constitute about 10 percent of the entire Indian labor force during this period and these ‡ows have remained stable over time. The majority of migration happens between rural areas, followed by rural-to-urban migration. Those moving to urban areas do so primarily for job-related reasons, while the ‡ows to rural areas are mainly due to other reasons, such as marriage. We also show that migrants tend to work in part-time, but in regular jobs, as opposed to non-migrants who are predominantly self-employed. Furthermore, migrants tend to be more educated and earn more relative to non-migrants in their respective locations.
We also documented interesting distributional changes in wages of migrants and nonmigrants during our sample period. In particular, we found that the poor migrants have been earning more than both rural and urban non-migrants, and the di¤erence has been increasing over time. On the other hand, at the top end of the wage distribution, the urban migrants have become richer than urban non-migrants, while the migrants from rural areas earn less than urban non-migrants and have seen this gap widen over time. Explaining these developments is left for future work.
